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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )[3 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 10 December 2004 . 
2a)E3 This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1, 2. 4-9 and 18-22 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) D Claim(s) 1,2.4-9 and 18-22 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)^ The drawing(s) filed on 14 October 2003 is/are: a)^ accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1 .121 (d). 
1 1 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. Q Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

3) S Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449 or PTO/SB/08) 5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-1 52) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date 2^2004. 6) □ Other: . 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Election/Restrictions 

1 . Applicant's affirmation of the election of Group I, claims 1-9 and 18-21 is 
acknowledged. In response to the non-final office action mailed 9/27/2004, applicant 
canceled non-elected claims 10-17. All pending claims are drawn to the elected group. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

2. Applicant has asked for clarification with regard to the February 24, 2004 
supplemental information disclosure statement. The Office action mailed 9/27/2004 
stated that the IDS had been considered but an initialed copy was not enclosed. The 
examiner has included an initialed copy of the 2/24/2004 IDS with the current Office 
Action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

4. Claims 1,2, 4-7, 18, 19, and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Bresson (US 5,352,507) for reasons of record. 

Bresson teaches a multi-layered sleeve-like printing blanket that is mounted on 
gapless cylinders or tubular blanket carrier. The printing blanket comprises a seamless 
outer printing surface layer, at least one reinforced elastomer layer, and a resiliently 
compressible layer (abstract). The elastomer layer is reinforced by fibers substantially 
parallel with the inward and outward sides of the cylindrical tube (col 5, lines 43+). Said 
layers are applied to a metal carrier with a thickness of greater than 0.001cm (col 8, 
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lines 53+). As shown in FIGURE 6, the compressible layer(4) is positioned between the 
base layer (not shown) and the surface layer (6), and the reinforcing ply (5) is positioned 
between the compressible layer (4) and the surface layer(6). With regard to claim 5, the 
laminate further comprises a second reinforced elastomer (4b) between the surface 
layer and the compressible layer (FIG 6 and col 8, lines 25+). The carrier layer is 
mounted to a metal cylinder using an optional layer of suitable adhesive (col 5, lines 
53+). Said adhesive may be a urethane adhesive (col 10, lines 59+) or other suitable 
pressure sensitive adhesive and is understood to read on the claimed "polymer" of claim 
1 . Said adhesive layer may have a thickness of up to 0.02cm (col 10, lines 63+). Said 
teaching is herein understood to be sufficiently specific to anticipate the claimed range 
of "at least about 0.001 3cm." Furthermore, said layer of adhesive is understood to 
extend over substantially the entire surface of the base ply (see FIG 3, reference no 3 
and col 11, lines 15+). 

With regard to the preamble limitation that the blanket reduces corrosion and 
abrasion, the examiner takes the posjtion that the printing blanket taught by Bresson 
inherently meets said limitation because the printing blanket taught by Bresson 
anticipates all the structural and compositional limitations of claim 1 . Furthermore, the 
examiner takes the position that any coating reduces the metal cylinders contact with 
the environment and, therefore, will inherently reduce corrosion and abrasion to some 
extent. 

With regard to claim 22, Applicant's attention is directed to Figure 3 of Bresson. 
Specifically, layer 3 is herein understood to read on the claimed "a surface layer on said 
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first surface of said base ply," layer 10 is herein understood to read on the "base ply 
comprised of metal," layer 9 is understood to read on the "adhesive," and layer 4 is 
herein understood to read on the "polymer in the form of a film or sheet which is 
adhered to the second surface of said base ply." 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
5. Claims 1 , 2, 4-9 and 18-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bresson et al (US 5,352,507) in view of Herbison (US 5,366,784) for 
reasons of record. 

Bresson teaches a multi-layered sleeve-like printing blanket that is mounted on 
gapless cylinders or tubular blanket carrier. The printing blanket comprises a seamless 
outer printing surface layer, at least one reinforced elastomer layer, and a resiliently 
compressible layer (abstract). The elastomer layer is reinforced by fibers substantially 
parallel with the inward and outward sides of the cylindrical tube ((col 5, lines 43+). 
Said layers are applied to a metal carrier with a thickness of greater than 0.001cm (col 
8, lines 53+). As shown in FIGURE 6, the compressible layer (4) is positioned between 
the base layer (not shown) and the surface layer (6), and the reinforcing ply (5) is 
positioned between the compressible layer (4) and the surface layer(6). With regard to 
claim 5, the laminate further comprises a second reinforced elastomer (4b) between the 
surface layer and the compressible layer (FIG 6 and col 8, lines 25+). The carrier layer 
is mounted to a metal cylinder using an optional layer of suitable adhesive (col 5, lines 
53+). Said adhesive may be a urethane adhesive (col 10, lines 59+) or other suitable 
pressure sensitive adhesive and is understood to read on the claimed "polymer" of claim 
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1 . Said adhesive layer may have a thickness of up to 0.02cm (col 10, lines 63+). Said 
teaching is herein understood to be sufficiently specific to anticipate the claimed range 
of "at least about 0.001 3cm." Furthermore, said layer of adhesive is understood to 
extend over substantially the entire surface of the base ply (see FIG 3, reference no 3 
and col 11, lines 15+). 

Bresson does not teach that the urethane adhesive layer may comprise a 
corrosion-inhibiting additive. However, Herbison teaches a method of inhibiting 
corrosion of blanket cylinders used in offset printing operations by applying a zinc to the 
surface of the printing blanket which contacts the cylinder (abstract). Thus, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to apply zinc to the urethane adhesive layer taught in Bresson. The motivation for doing 
so would have been to prevent corrosion of the cylinder. 

The zinc is applied to the adhesive taught in Bresson is understood to read on 
the "multi-layer laminate" of claims 9 and 21 wherein the urethane adhesive reads on 
the "corrosion inhibiting film layer." 

With regard to claim 22, Applicant's attention is directed to Figure 3 of Bresson. 
Specifically, layer 3 is herein understood to read on the claimed "a surface layer on said 
first surface of said base ply," layer 10 is herein understood to read on the "base ply 
comprised of metal," layer 9 is understood to read on the "adhesive," and layer 4 is 
herein understood to read on the "polymer in the form of a film or sheet which is 
adhered to the second surface of said base ply." 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed December 10, 2004 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

With regard to the rejection of claims 1-7, 18, and 19 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Bresson, Applicant argues that the optional adhesive does not read 
on the claimed "polymer" on the second surface of said base ply because the optional 
adhesive is used in conjunction with a separate metal carrier layer, not with a metal 
base ply with is integral with the printing blanket construction as claimed. The examiner 
respectfully disagrees with applicant conclusion that the metal carrier layer taught in 
Bresson does not read on the claimed metal base layer because it is not integral with 
the printing blanket construction. As shown in Figure 8 the metal carrier layer is integral 
with the printing blanket construction. Furthermore, Bresson explains said printing 
blanket construction containing the metal carrier layer is "exemplary (col 8, line 41+)." 

Applicant further argues that Bresson does not teach the construction of new 
claim 22 in which a polymer is adhered with adhesive to a metal base ply. The 
examiner respectfully disagrees for the reasons noted in the rejection statements 
above. Specifically, Figure 3 of Bresson reads on the claimed embodiment of claim 22. 

According to Applicant, Bresson further fails to anticipate the claimed invention 
because there is no teaching or suggestion in Bresson that an adhesive layer would 
function as a protective polymeric coating for the purpose of reducing corrosion and 
abrasion of printing blankets and cylinders. The examiner acknowledged in the 
rejection that Bresson does not explicitly contain such a teaching, but took the position 



Application/Control Number: 10/684,787 Page 7 

Art Unit: 1773 

that the adhesive of Bresson will inherently reduce corrosion and abrasion of the 
printing blanket and blanket cylinder because (1) the structure of the blanket taught in 
Bresson is identical to the claimed structure and (2) said adhesive is a barrier between 
the printing blanket and/or blanket cylinder and the atmosphere. Applicant disagrees 
with the examiner's position but does not explain why they disagree. As noted in MPEP 
21 1, once a reference teaching product appearing to be substantially identical is made 
the basis of a rejection and the examiner presents evidence or reasoning tending to 
show inherency, the burden shifts to the applicant to refute the position of inherency. 
Applicant has failed to do so. Therefore, applicant's argument is not persuasive. 

Applicant further argues that Bresson does not teach the claimed thickness of the 
polymeric layer. The examiner respectfully disagrees. As noted in the rejection 
statements, Bresson teaches that said adhesive layer may have a thickness of up to 
0.02cm (col 10, lines 63+). Said teaching is herein understood to be sufficiently specific 
to anticipate the claimed range of "at least about 0.0013cm." 

With regard to the rejection of claims 1-9 and 18-21 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Bresson in view of Herbison, Applicant argues that there is no 
motivation to make the proposed modification as Bresson does not teach or suggest a 
desire for preventing corrosion and abrasion. However, Bresson is not required to 
make such a teaching or suggestion. Rather, in order to establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness, the prior art as a whole must suggest that the proposed modification 
would have been desired. In the present application, Herbison teaches the proposed 
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modification would have been desired to improve the corrosion resistance of the printing 
blanket. Therefore, the rejection is maintained. 

Applicant further agues that Bresson does not teach a metal base ply of a 
printing blanket including a polymer thereon. The examiner respectfully disagrees and 
directs applicant's attention to the examiner's comments above with regard to the metal 
carrier of Bresson. 

Furthermore, Applicant argues that Herbison does not teach or suggest reducing 
corrosion and abrasion of both the printing blanket and printing cylinder as claimed. 
The examiner initially notes that the preamble limitation "for reducing corrosion and 
abrasion of printing blankets and blanket cylinders" is an intended use limitation. MPEP 
21 1 1 .02 states that a preamble is not considered a limitation and is of no significance to 
claim construction when the preamble merely states the purpose or intended use of the 
invention. The examiner also notes that the structure of the printing blanket rendered 
obvious by Bresson in view of Herbison is identical to the structure of the claimed 
printing blanket. Therefore, said laminate is understood to inherently meet the 
preamble limitation. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kevin R Kruer whose telephone number is 571-272- 
1510. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Deborah Jones can be reached on 571-272-1535. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Kevin R. Kruer; Patent Examiner-Art Unit 1773 



